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Introduction

27
Darwin married his cousin and feared that the poor health and early death of several of his ten 28 children was the result of "a serious form of inheritance from my poor constitution" 29 (Burkhardt et al., 1997) . Therefore he "wished that the truth of the often repeated assertion 30 that consanguineous marriages lead to deafness and dumbness, blindness, etc., should be 31 ascertained" (Darwin, 1887) . Although his request for a large-scale investigation into the Unlike Darwin, we now know that inbred offspring have an increased probability of receiving 37 the same deleterious recessive allele from both of their parents, and that they will be more 38 homozygous in general, both of which may result in reduced fitness, i.e. inbreeding 39 depression (Charlesworth & Charlesworth, 1987) . While the evidence for inbreeding 40 depression in plants and non-human animals keeps accumulating {e.g. \Keller, 2002 #219}, 41 the exact nature of its effect on fitness in humans, and on fertility in particular, remains 42 unclear and subject to debate (e.g. Bittles et al., 2002) . 43 Adverse effects of inbreeding on a couple's reproductive success have been found in the form 44 of, for example, an increased rate of miscarriage or infant mortality and morbidity (Bittles & 45 Neel, 1994; Ober et al., 1999; Bittles, 2001; Jorde, 2001 ). Interestingly, however, several of 46 the studies that found a strong effect of inbreeding on fecundity found that consanguineous 47 couples in fact have more, rather than fewer, children (Bittles et (Lynch, 1991) 58 and an increase in maternal-foetal incompatibilities reduces fitness of more distantly related 59 couples (Philippe, 1974) . In line with this, a number of recent studies has found a non-linear 60 relationship between fertility and a couple's relatedness, with fertility being maximised at 61 intermediate levels of inbreeding, in both humans (Helgason et al., 2008) , non-human animals 62 and plants (Edmands, 2007) . 63 Unlike most studies on non-human animals, which focus much of their attention on the effects 
Materials and methods
84
Genealogical data
85
Using data from, amongst others, parish and town registries, we were able to reconstruct 134 Statistical analyses 135 We tested for an effect of the relatedness of a couple (R), as well as both the paternal and the 136 maternal level of inbreeding (F paternal and F maternal , respectively) on the total number of children 137 they had (N total ). To normalise N total , we square-root transformed our data (as suggested by a 138 Box-Cox transformation). Shapiro-Wilk tests for normality showed no evidence for 139 significant deviations from normality of the residuals for any of the models. including R or F (see below), it never reached statistical significance in these models. 151 We tested simultaneously for an effect of R, F maternal and F paternal on N total . Note that sample simulations, performed using the pvals.fnc function in the languageR package (Baayen, 159 2007). Significance of the random effects was assessed using likelihood-ratio tests.
160
Results
161
Descriptive statistics 162 In total we had data on completed family size for 465 couples. with F > 0 were included (0.0214), which is consisted with immigration being female-biased.
173
Mean R across all couples was 0.0065, and 0.0215 across couples with R > 0.
174
Effects of parental relatedness and inbreeding
175
When we included R, F paternal and F maternal in the model, we found no effect of either parental 176 relatedness or paternal inbreeding on family size . However, there was a significantly negative 177 effect of the inbreeding level of the mother on the total number of children she had throughout 178 her life (Table 1, Figure 1 ). Furthermore, family sizes were found to have declined 179 significantly over time, and paternal but not maternal family explained a substantial (but non-180 significant) proportion of the variation in family size (Table 1) . There was no significant females, but not inbred males, have a lower lifetime reproductive success (Keller, 1998 Although the differential effect of maternal and paternal inbreeding makes biological sense, it 220 should be noted that statistical power is relatively weak (as illustrated by the 95% confidence 221 intervals in Table 1 ) and hence we can not exclude the existence of a negative effect of Unlike earlier studies on the effects of inbreeding in humans, we did not find that related 251 couples had fewer (or more) children (Bittles & Neel, 1994; Bittles, 2001; Jorde, 2001 
